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(11.3)—part of a ‘ludicrous series’ of items ‘in which the numbers are chosen
with farcical precision’ (157)—must be conventional of poverty, like Horace’s
satirical leeks. On Verrius Flaccus (190-1) K does not mention his possible in-
volvement with a possible Augustan compilation of the Annales maximi; on
Bibaculus’ description of Orbilius as litterarum obliuio (9.6), K is surely right
to see a reversal of the proper teacher’s job, i.e. to preserve the memoria litter-
arum (136): but I wonder if there is any mileage in connecting it with the nick-
name given to the Augustan scholar at Alexandria, Didymus Bibliolathas, who
wrote so many books that he forgot what he himself had said (perhaps not—it is
rejected by Courtney, FLP p.194—but the similarity is striking). Suetonius’ de-
scription of the late arrival of grammar and rhetoric (2.1 studium grammaticae in
urbem intulit Crates Mallotes ... 25.1 rhetorica quoque ... sero recepta est),
which uses the language of immigration and assimilation, reminds me of Livy’s
descriptions of the arrival of foreigners and foreign influences into Rome—be-
ginning, of course, in the Preface, with auaritia luxuriaque, which came serae in
ciuitatem (§11). Not all the immigrants were unwelcome, of course, and the
story of assimilation is the story of Rome’s growth, but it is interesting that an-
cient Roman scholarship, too, saw itself as taking in foreign influences. Some
things 1 would like to know more about: the game of writing replies to famous
speeches of the past (328); Suetonius’ habits when recording variants, e.g. at 4.3
sunt qui (where I do not see the inconsistency that K does; some formulae are
listed in Intro. n.18); Pompey’s intellectual background and connections (276,
298); and ancient jokebooks (220-1: isn’t one ascribed to Tacitus [Teuffe|5
§339.2]17).

The fluid, literate translation manages to be both idiomatic and to follow the
word order of the Latin; very occasionally I thought K was too expansive (e.g.
1.1 grammatica, 18.1 pergola), and in the famous anecdote about Porcellus and
Tiberius, mentitur Capito would be better translated ‘Capito’s flattering you’
than ‘Capito’s lying’ (cf. OLD mentior 2, TLL 1.B.5: I owe this point to Roland
Mayer). The index is the only part of the book in which I was disappointed:
though full (and full of surprises—who would expect oral sex to figure in a trea-
tise on Latin grammar? but see p. 242), it could be much fuller (and more accu-
rate). Worse, it has some annoying quirks and inconsistencies. Gaul is found s.v.
‘ Gallia,” but Spain under ‘Spain’; we are referred from ‘Cicero’ to ‘Tullius
Cicero, M.”—but no quarter is given to those of us who cannot remember
Cinna’s nomen (Helvius), or that of C. Melissus, Maecenas’ freedman; and
heaven help the non-expert who is looking for Alexander Polyhistor (s.v.
‘Cornelius’). Many items from the rich commentary have been left out,
(especially, it seems, topics of ancient research: e.g., myotacism, 216; natural-
ization of words, 227; paradoxography, 191 and 210), and it would be helpful to
have some entries further analysed (esp. ‘Suetonius—method of’ and
‘nomenclature’). Finally, of the handful (literally) of typographical errors out-
side the Index, only one might affect the reader adversely: for ‘cf. 23.3n.” on
p.186 sed ita ... nemini read ‘cf. 24.3n.’

But these really are quibbles. This is, quite simply, a marvellous book.
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